A wide range of factors can affect team performance: setting clear and achievable goals, allocating individual work, utilizing an individual's skills, monitoring performance, maintaining team cohesion and identity, being able to handle internal conflicts, maintaining relationships with other teams, systems and resources available to teams and the quality of leadership. These problems and constraints affecting team performance management (TPM) are found on a global scale irrespective of a country's individual work culture. This paper presents the nature of team performance management in order to discuss common TPM problems and constraints in the context of worldwide research findings. Environmental factors and team dynamics consistently influence team effectiveness. It is now clear that there is a need for future research to look at the complexity of team dynamics over time.
Introduction
Over the last decade a lot has been written about team performance management (TPM). Countless papers discuss either aspects of team management and literature reviews (e.g. Ilgen et al. 2005) or meta-analysis of TPM phenomena (e.g. Mathieu et al. 2008) . It should come as no surprise that "a variety of global forces unfolding over the last two decades, however, have pushed organizations worldwide to restructure work around teams, to enable more rapid, flexible, and adaptive responses to the unexpected" (Kozlowski & Ilgen 2006, p. 77) . In the same vein Katzenbach and Smith (2001, p. 26) argue that teams should be the basic foundation of each organisation regardless of their size. They also reason, interestingly (2001, p. 127) , that there is no one good model for a high performance team, because much of it depends on a team context that is sometimes beyond researchers. Yet they still put a lot of effort into working out their team models by composing different elements of the TPM puzzle. However, it is still a challenge.
The reason for such failure may lay with a plethora of TPM variables which can influence overall team effectiveness.
This paper attempts to put together the most interesting constraints and problems TPM researchers have come across in their findings. It explores two main areas: 1) to present the nature of team performance management in order to 2) indicate TPM problems and constraints in the context of worldwide research findings. In this paper I don't attempt to present every single TPM constraint and problem found in the subject literature. Rather, those I highlight could show the way for future research moving towards much more integrated TPM and as a result improved team effectiveness. Given my aims here, the most appropriate team definition is Kozlowski and Bell's (2003, p. 334) , which describes teams as "collectives which exist to perform organisationally relevant tasks, share one or more common goals, interact socially, exhibit task interdependencies, maintain and manage boundaries, and are embedded in an organizational context that sets boundaries, constrains the team, and influences exchanges with other units in the broader entity".
The first section is devoted to team effectiveness. The IMO model and its three stages are presented together with the dimensions which can influence team effectiveness. The second section examines TPM constraints and problems which are presented through the IMO perspective. It seems even more interesting in light of the fact that employee performance management (EPM) can hinder good teamwork (Armstrong 2009, p. 239) , even though the same sequences can be used in EPM and TPM (p. 243). Nevertheless, Purcell, Hutchinson and Kinnie (1998, as cited by Armstrong 2009, p. 239) indicate that teams can be seen as "an elusive bridge between the aims of the individual employee and the objectives of the organisation (…) teams can provide the medium for linking employee performance targets to the factors critical to the success of the business".
Team Effectiveness from the IMO Perspective
McGrath's (1984) IPO (i.e. inputs → processes → outcomes) model represents a typical business process. From this viewpoint its "inputs" contain individual KASOC (i.e. knowledge, abilities, skills and other characteristics; see: Bernardin 2010, p. 92), team level factors (i.e. task structure, objectives, resources) and organisational and contextual factors (i.e. organisational structure and environmental complexity). They are all directed towards team "outcomes" in the form of performance and its members' reactions (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 413 ). The IPO model has been modified in several ways, but especially the wider contextual factors discussed by, among others, Cohen and Bailey (1997, p. 244) seem to be of the highest importance for TPM. However, not everything that happens in an IPO processes' stage can be treated as a process (Ilgen et al. 2005, p. 520) , just like the psychological traits or the emotional states of its members. That is why the "processes" stage (i.e. member's action) in the IPO model was enriched by "emergent states" (e.g. psychological traits) that ultimately advanced the IPO into the IMO (i.e. inputs → mediators → outcomes) model (Ilgen et al. 2005) .
The IMO model is currently widely accepted in the team management literature. On one hand it indicates the changing dynamic nature of teamwork as team members mature (Kozlowski et al. 1999) . At the same time, however, many different team processes don't happen simultaneously (Marks, Mathieu & Zaccaro 2001 , McGrath 1984 . In addition, the processes happen in a cyclical nature as the team functions. This is why the IMO framework is often depicted as IMOI, i.e. inputs → mediators → outputs → inputs (Ilgen et al. 2005) .
The IMO perspective enables one to look more closely into the different dimensions of team effectiveness. Although the compilation of such dimensions is rather challenging, most of them are arranged in Table 1 to show a "general picture". Hiding behind each dimension are often complex and ambiguous phenomena depicted in the form of variables. It would be far beyond the scope of this paper to go into the details of each of these dimensions. But it is precisely those details that are necessary to provide the "big picture".
The input stage consists of three areas: team composition level (i.e. individual level), team level and organisational / contextual level.
Through the years of team work research two general approaches to "team composition" have been worked out: individual-based models and team-based models (Mathieu et al. 2014, p. 132) . Team composition includes a variety of attributes which influence the remaining two IMO stages. In general, all dimensions of the team composition category mentioned in Table 1 show a positive relationship between themselves and team performance. As far as personality is concerned, there is substantial research supporting the validity of the five-factor model ("Big Five") in the prediction of a number of criteria (e.g. performance, sales, counterproductive behaviours) for a variety of jobs (Bernardin 2010, p. 186) . Belbin (2010, p. 23) indicated that complementary combinations of team key roles proved to be more effective than connecting people with similar profiles who usually begin to compete with each other. Many personality traits (e.g. extraversion, emotional stability, and openness to experience) positively correspond to team performance (Bell 2007) . In turn the question of competencies (i.e. KASOCs) shows that, for high performance, a different set of competencies is needed for both individuals working alone and team members working in cooperation (e.g. Morgeson, Reider & Campion 2005) . The other attributes notion consists of many characteristics. Among them, Mathieu et al. (2008, p. 437 ) point out goal and team orientation as well as team values. It is interesting that team learning orientation can have both positive and negative consequences (Bunderson & Sutcliffe 2003) . Findings highlight that "diversity is a complex input factor (i.e. in terms of demographic, functional background, personality, and attitudes/values) in team effectiveness models, with studies reporting diversity as being beneficial, detrimental, and having no impact on processes, states, and performance" (Webber & Donahue 2001 , as cited by: Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 438) . In turn complex combination represents much more sophisticated approaches to all the above dimensions and refers to subgroups, position / status and the network of communication. Source: the author's own compilation based on (Mathieu et al. 2008) .
The "team level" consists of five areas: interdependence, virtuality, training, leadership, and team structure. Interdependence describes "the extent to which team members cooperate and work interactively to complete tasks" (Stewart & Barrick 2000, p. 137) and can be discussed from the perspectives of input, process and outcome (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 443) . Outcome is the most important because "individual feedback and rewards should be linked to the group's performance in order to motivate group-oriented behavior" (Campion, Medsker & Higgs 1993, p. 827) . Technology / virtuality findings on teams are ambiguous. However, some of them point to leadership behaviours as drivers of virtual team performance (Carte, Chidambaram & Becker 2006) . Key questions about team training remain about "what" to train, "how" to train, and "when" to train (Kozlowski & Bell 2003) , and most researchers share the opinion that it should refer to employee team members (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 447) . Traditional leadership and its influence on team performance is widely presented in literature reviews and has a positive influence on team performance (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 449) . In recent years shared leadership (i.e. "it emerges from within the team itself") research has been a key area of interest for researchers. Although little research has been done in this area, most researchers hold the opinion that it is positively related to team performance (e.g. Carson, Tesluk & Marrone 2007 ).
The organisational / contextual level consists of an HR system, climate and culture. It is obvious that teams operate in an organisational context that either facilitates or hinders its functioning, and the team itself has to be treated as the primary level of analysis (Gully 2000, p. 27 , as cited by: Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 454) . In turn, one of a few High Performance Work Systems (HPWS) is a "high percentage of workforce working in self-managed, project-based work teams" (Bernardin 2010, p. 6).
All of these input-stage "inputs" influence the next IMO stage, which is called "mediators". It consists of two areas: processes and emergent states.
Team processes have played a central role in most, if not all, team effectiveness models (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 421) . Marks, Mathieu & Zaccaro (2001) divided team processes into three categories: -transition processes, in which team members focus on activities such as mission analysis, planning, goal specification and formulating strategies, -action processes, in which members concentrate on task accomplishments, monitoring progress and systems, coordinating team members, as well as monitoring and backing up their fellow team members, -and interpersonal processes, which include conflict management, motivation and confidence building, and affect.
In their review of the literature, Mathieu et al. (2008, p. 420) found many positive connections between team performance and time management, collective leadership and the quality of team performance plans. Transition processes, however, have received the least empirical attention among the processes. Meanwhile action processes, e.g. communication, coordination, participation and information sharing, have been widely presented for their positive influence on team performance (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 422 ). In addition, task conflict may positively influence team performance, and feedback has a positive impact on motivation, interpersonal trust, and ultimately performance in virtual teams. Bradley, White & Mennecke (2003) concluded that there is abundant support for the contention that interpersonal processes relate positively to team performance when teams engage in longer-term tasks. Team creative processes ("other processes" category, Table 1 ) have a significant positive effect on performance (Gilson et al. 2005) , although they are not interpersonal processes. In turn there is a dearth of research into creative processes and affective outcomes (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 423) . Marks, Mathieu & Zaccaro (2001, p. 357 ) described emergent states as "cognitive, motivational, and affective states of teams [that are] (…) dynamic in nature and vary as a function of team context, inputs, processes, and outcomes". Emergent states include: team confidence (which includes team efficacy, i.e. "the team's belief in success on a specific task" and potency, i.e. "the team's belief in success on a variety of tasks and in different contexts"), empowerment, team climate, cohesion (i.e. the commitment of team members to the team's overall task or to each other), trust and collective cognition. In general, research indicates a positive correlation between emergent states and team performance (Mathieu et al. 2008, pp. 424-30) .
Team outcomes make up the last IMO stage. They are usually considered in terms of 1) performance effectiveness assessed in terms of the quantity and quality of outputs and 2) individual attitudes and behavioural outcomes (Cohen & Bailey 1997, p. 243) . In general it is important "what" has to be done (i.e. outcome, standards of performance) and "how" it is to be done (i.e. competencies, personal traits). Nevertheless Mathieu et al. (2008, pp. 415-17) in their review of the team performance literature presented four outcome categories:
-organisational-level performance, which refers to top management teams but may concern the question of teams interdependence too, -team performance behaviours (e.g. team feedback seeking; learning behaviors, error discussion) and outcomes as a result of performance behaviours (e.g. managers' rating scale usage, measuring sales or indices of effectiveness), -role-based performance, which refers to team members competencies necessary to perform their jobs, -and performance composite, as a blended measure of team outcomes, which is based on different team functions, and as a result produces a blended set of different indicators, from planning and problem solving measures to productivity and overall effectiveness.
When measuring team performance there are also types of criteria which refer to team members' affective reactions and team viability. Affective reactions research generally refers to team atmosphere and how members are treated (Janssen, Van de Vliert & Veenstra 1999) . In turn team viability remains a popular criterion measure yet suffers from a great deal of ambiguity (Barrick et al. 2007) . It is usually associated with the team-level criterion, while members who wish to remain a team member, satisfaction, team climate, team commitment and group cohesion are used as indicators of viability (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 418) .
TPM Problems and Constraints in the Context of the IMO Findings
Team performance management activities follow the same sequence as employee performance management activities, and include the following (Armstrong 2009, p. 243):
-agreeing objectives, -formulating plans to achieve objectives, -implementing plans, -monitoring progress, -reviewing and assessing achievement, -redefining objectives and plans in the light of performance appraisals. Taking into account Armstrong's previous statement it is worth remembering that in the field of EPM there are many authors who share the belief that the same three-step process -planning, supporting and appraising performance -is paramount (e.g. Armstrong 2009, p. 309; Houldsworth & Jirasinghe 2006, p. 104; Williams 2006, p. 13 ). In addition, Armstrong (2009, p. 243-44) interestingly states that: 1) "work objectives for teams are set in much the same way as individual objectives", 2) "process (i.e. of TPM) objectives are also best defined by the team getting together and agreeing how they should conduct themselves as a team" and 3) "team performance review meetings analyze and assess feedback and control information on their joint achievements against objectives and project plans" with "a review of the individual contribution made by each team member -i.e. peer review". Such TPM activities include a wide variety of deeds and decisions that people (i.e. supervisor and team members) should take on as a team. More importantly, some TPM activities should be similar to those of EPM.
Indeed, some EPM and TPM solutions seem to be consistent. For instance, Egan (1995) explains that the whole process of EPM, coaching, consultation, feedback and all kinds of staff support should encourage each employee to develop. Additionally, he concluded: "It would be perfect if teams developed in the same manner" (Egan 1995, p. 34) . However, following this mindset can bring about some important consequences that can be difficult to put into practice due to the findings shown in Table 2 . For instance, Furnham (2004, p. 84-85) indicates that not all goals can be pursued at the same time because the system can be simply overloaded. He also adds that EPM works best if the goals are clear, and their number is limited. This assumption is challenging due to the constraints and problems listed in Table 2 , which highlights the lack of a clear connection between individual, team and overall organisational effectiveness. Beyond that, some assumptions on EPM already seem to be outdated and cannot keep up with both employee and team management. For example, Buchner (2007) indicates that many market trends such as downsizing, decentralisation and distance working can make it impossible for a manager to either observe a worker in the traditional way or devote enough time to this activity. Besides, at present employees have different expectations as to how to provide feedback and performance management. Research also indicates that the process of motivating, and even the collection and transfer of information feedback, can be transferred from the manager to the employee (Buchner 2007, pp. 61-62) .
If one considers team management activities from an IMO viewpoint then there is an opportunity to observe the constraints and problems of team effectiveness (Table 2) . In other words, such a perspective sees real human activities clash with the various team dimensions that influence team outcomes. (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 419) . Thus, objectives don't have to stay the same over time as contextual factors influence employee activities and decisions. -There is still a lot of trouble understanding team composition and how to model its influences on team outcomes (Mathieu et al. 2014, p. 132 ). -There are no guarantees that having talented individual members will ensure team effectiveness, (…) although it enhances its likelihood of success (Mathieu et al. 2014 , p. 136). -Belbin (2010 indicates that in reality it is difficult to find a team composition in which every team member holds his or her job according to the proper key team role. -The benefits of training individuals versus training teams still represents limited empirical evidence (Kozlowski & Bell 2003, p. 357 ). -Transition processes have received the least empirical attention in the processes category of the mediators (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 420 ). -Negative members can exert a very high disproportionate influence on team activities and effectiveness, and their presence should be considered in team composition frameworks (Felps, Mitchell & Byington 2006) . TPM / IMO Constraints and Problems that Come from the IMO Model (Inputs → Mediators → Outcomes) Supporting performance: -implementing plans, -monitoring progress -Performance behaviours (e.g., learning) are sometimes considered outcomes (Edmondson 1999) or creativity (Gilson & Shalley 2004) as well as mediators (e.g., Gilson et al. 2005 ). -One of the frequently voiced criticisms of individual performance management is that it inhibits good teamwork (Armstrong 2009, p. 239).
-The reason for this can be derived from the findings that individual learning and competencies development can prevent teams from performing well in the short run (Bunderson & Sutcliffe 2003 ). -The individual composition models implicitly assume that the contributions of different members to overall team effectiveness are comparable. But that may not be the case (Mathieu et al. 2014, p. 138 ). -"It is assumed, but rarely ever directly assessed in research, that members' performance of task roles contributes to team effectiveness more or less directly through aggregation of accomplishments related to team tasks" (LePine et al. 2011, p. 319 ). -The composition of virtual teams may differ markedly from those who would be on the team if they had to be placed (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 452 ). Reviewing performance: -reviewing and assessing achievement, -redefining objectives and plans in the light of the performance appraisal -The question of time is particularly relevant to the collection of team outcome data, and time lags have not been sufficiently considered (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 419 ). -Performance is context specific; "what" to use as criteria measures and "when" to use them in terms of team maturity is a challenging opportunity (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 419 ). -A team's life cycle whether it be a project-based team, production team or sales team can vary tremendously leading to difficulties in precisely measuring team processes and outcomes (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 419 ). -Affective reactions and team viability are not often used as primary criteria because of their ambiguity, self-report nature and their lack of validity from team performance (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 418 ). -Martins, Gilson & Maynard (2004) highlighted that not all virtual teams are similar to one another, so researchers should consider the effects that the extent of a team's virtuality can have on mediators and outcomes and thus performance.
Source: the author's own compilation based on different authors.
In addition, empirical analyses have demonstrated that different processes and (or) emergent states are highly correlated with one another or even among each Table 2 cnt'd other (Mathieu et al. 2008, p. 432) . This makes explaining team performance using each of these variables far more difficult. One of the reasons for this inconvenience is the needs to measure both team processes and emergent states at the same time. Table 2 merely adumbrates the TPM constraints and problems -but in an interesting form of "similar-to-EPM" perspective. It is clear that both EPM and TPM research are still changing and facing challenges. Numerous authors have referred to the problems discussed in this paper. In their review on team management research, Cohen and Bailey (1997, pp. 244-45) presented their model of team effectiveness. They indicated wisely that "variables listed under each category are meant as examples; they do not constitute an exhaustive listing". They knew that the model was just "to help us make sense out of a complex set of relationships and to suggest directions for future work". That is why so many questions still remain. Ten years later Mathieu et al. (2008, p. 460-62) suggested that much progress in team effectiveness research had been done although two questions still represent prime areas for future research: 1) to what extent do environmental factors influence team job design characteristics and 2) how do team dynamics influence effectiveness in time? In addition, the authors (pp. 441-60) listed a variety of problems to be solved comprising all three "inputs" levels of the IMO model. Mathieu et al. (2008, pp. 460-62 ) also indicated that research work is more and more defragmented, with advancing and testing complex models and simulations. Moreover, they suggest that the IPO/IMOI models are most suitable for situations where "a given set of members operate within a clearly defined boundary for a set period of time and produce some quantifiable outputs or services". They say that the dynamics of modern-day teamwork require many nuances which are not currently captured to be taken into consideration, e.g. some members work for long periods together whilst others don't; some join the team, others leave; some are more individual, others are not; a team leader may play different roles at each stage of team projects; the team may break into sub-teams. All these instances can be called the "dynamic inputs" to their later processes, emergent states and outcomes. Moreover, organisational and environmental contextual factors are not static and change over time. That is why there is a need for future research to embrace the complexity of team dynamics over time in a changing environment. The question of time influences results in many ways. For example, if age diversity has a generally detrimental influence on conflict management and performance, this effect decreases as time goes by and members spend more and more time working together (Harrison, Price & Bell 1998) .
Conclusion
Practical advice for team managers and team participants themselves isn't so easy. TPM is much more complicated than EPM, although they embrace the same activities of planning, supporting and reviewing performance. The bottom line is that team managers should be aware of a wider range of team effectiveness variables. However, a few general conclusions on team management may come down to the following ideas: the changing environment constantly drives team changes. Managerial experience gained in a stable team environment may no longer be helpful given today's complexity of team dynamics. This is why working with different teams in different environments over a longer period of time may produce more sufficient and diverse practical experience, which in turn can help to achieve the expected team results. However, in some cases rich managerial experience may not be enough. It doesn't come as a surprise that in some circumstances managers have to delegate some of their managerial functions to team participants in order to maintain overall control.
To summarise, only a few findings have already been presented in the form of dynamic team membership relationships (Mathieu et al. 2014, p. 148) and there is still much ahead. However, the trend is clear due to the fact that "to fully understand work teams, researchers must investigate how team dynamics develop and change over time" (Gully 2000, p. 35) . Unfortunately, very little research has been done in this area. However, Mathieu et al. (2014, pp. 145-46) , invoking other authors' findings, highlights that we have to take into consideration numerous factors that have influences on team processes and effectiveness both in a team's early life cycle (e.g. members' demographics or uncertainty avoidance) and its later life cycle (e.g. members' personalities, beliefs and attitudes). 
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